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Attached please find our respanse on behalf of the Matthew 25 Network and Christopher

Korzen, as Treasurer, regarding MUR 6411.

Il'there are any problems wich this eragsméssion, please contact Allon Maskon ar Ext. (349.
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RE: MUR 641% — Matthew 25 Network and Christopher Korzen, as Treasurer
Dear Mr. Jordan:

This letter constitutes the response of the Matthew 25 Network and Christopher Korzen,

as Treasurer (together, “Matthew 25 Network™), to the complaint filed by Let Freedom Ring, Inc
(“Complainant™) in Matter Under Review 6411.

Complainant alleges that the Matthew Z5 Network and more than twenty other
brganizations engaged in illegal coordinated expenditures in the 2010 congressional elections.
Through innuendo and nothing more, the Complaint attempts to draw a connection between two
unrelated events: comments by “Democratic leaders and staffers” in the news media and the
Matthew 25 Network's indepsadent expandituas it the wecks before an election. In fact, the
Manbow 25 Netoneri ntedustzd its independetn ocpenditzeea close to the clection bocamat thav io
whea votes are paying sttentien and muking their voting decisions. Relyitg solely an

conjecture, $he Complaint doss not present any evideace to suppott ant allegasicn of coardinatien.
For these reasons, 2nd for those mose specifically presented helow, we respectfully request that
the Commission find na reasan to believe the Matthew 25 Network violated the Federal Election

Campaign Act, as amended ( “FECA™), and that it dismiss this matter without further action.

A. The Complaint ABeges No Facts Sufficient to Sappert a Finding ¢ Reason to
Believe

The Cammglaint sileges no facts and presanis ne exitmuce of cossdimiion between the

Matthew 25 Network and any candidate, political party or their agents. It does not state. let alone
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suppont, the fact that any staff, contractors or agents of the Matthew 25 Network ever
communicatd with any eandidate, political party or their agenta regardin the Matthew 25
Network's isdependent expenditures Instead, the Complaint rests on two unrelated sets of
events: House Speaker Nancy Pelosi’s and Rep. John Larson’s variously reported or public
cxpressions of general frustration about the lack of spending for unspecificd activities by
independent groups regarding the election, on the one hand, and Matthew 25 Network's pre-
election ¥xpenditures on the other.

Mirely juxesposing usselatvil events, without supporting cvidence, does not satisfy the
requirement that a complaint must “contain a clear and concise recitation of the facts which
describe a vio'ation of a stauis or seguistinn ovex which the Conmmiasion lias juristtiction.” 1]
CF.R. § 111.4(d)3) Consistent with this requicemeot, under the Commission's 2007 pudicy, 2
reason to believe finding cannot be justificd “when the complaint, any response filed by the
respondent, and any publicly available information, when taken together, fail to give rise to 2
reasonablc inference that a violation has occurrcd...” “Statement of Policy Regarding
Commission Action in Matters at the Initial State in the Enforccment Process,” 72 Fed. Reg.
12545, 12546 (March 16, 2007). To meet this standard, & complainant “must provide speeific
facts,” umrefinied by the respondent, desomstraning the alleged violation. MUR 6056 (Protect
Colovido Jubs, Inc.), Simtement of Reagans of Vies Cheiramn hfatthew S. Petmrsen md
Comamsissiouers Caroline C. Humter and Donald . McGaha, a 6.

Thie Camplaint does nat sasisfy this standard. It provides no specific fiacts of
coordination, relying instead purely on speculation, and that “do[es] not form an adequate basis
to find reason to believe that a violation of the FECA has occurred.” MUR 4960 (Hillary
Rodham Clinton For U.S. Senate Exploratory Committee, Inc.), Statement of Reasons of
Commissioners David M. Mason, Karl J. Sandstrom, Bradicy A. Smith and Scott E. Thomas at
3. Fer this reason alone, the Commission should fird no reasun to believe with respect to the
Matthew 25 Network.

B. The Niaathew 25 Network Ruseivari No Resanst or Suggestion Regnrding
tndepeaciion Expaarditures

The Complaint asserts that Speaker Pelosi and Rep. Larson asked organizations to
become involved in the election, which the Complaint alleges wowld constitute a “request or
suggestion” under the Commission’s coordinated communication conduct standard. The
Matthew 25 Network denies that Speaker Pelosi or Rep. Larson, or their staff or other agents.
ever communicated directly or, as far as the Matthew 25 Network knows, even indirectly, with
the Matthew 23 Netovork to request or suggest thit the Matthew 25 Netwerk conduct
indapendent engenditums daring tho 2010 elections. Mor wam thare any suth contact with Rep.

P'u
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Thomas Perriello, the lone candidate who was supported by the Matthew 25 Network’s
independent expmdituras, er any kis ar his campaign’s agers.

In fact, the Matthew 25 Network had planned throughout the election cycle to conduct
independent expenditures during the final weeks before the election. because that is when they
would have the most impact. The Commission itself based its 2006 coordination rules on this
very practice, finding that “nearly all Senate and House candidatc advertising takes place within
60 duys of an elecdon. ... The dara show thut a minimal amount of activity occurs between 80
and 90 days before sn eluction, and tiiat bezrond S0 dhys, the @nounv of candidate adventising
approaches eam.” Final Rule, “Conrdimetnd Communicatims,” 71 Fed. Resg. 33190, 33194 (Jume
8, 2006).

C. Communications Through News Reports Do Not Constitute Coordination

Lacking any specific facts of alleged coordination, the Complaint seems to suggest that
statements by Speaker Pelosi and Rep. Larson in Politico and Roll Call constitute an indirect
“request or suggestion™ to the Matthew 25 Network and other organizations regarding campaign-
related advertising. If this were Bie case, then axy independent expenditures conducted by the
Matthow 25 Network after resling these nows reports would be made at the indirect request or
suggestion of Spdaker Pelosi sud Representative Larson. This theory of the Complaimnt aiso falls
to jebvidle a sufficinnt basis for a prasamto-heileve finding, Tire Cormmission hms tems claor toet
only comswnicatieus to a “s¢lact audiesce,” pot the general public, may constitute “requasts or
suggestions.” .

A request or suggestion encompasses the most direct form of coordination, given that the
candidate or political party committee communicates desires to another person who
effectuates them, ... The ‘request or suggestion’ conduct standard in paragraph (d)X1) is
intended to cover requests or suggestions made 1o a select audience, but not those offcred
to the public gewersdly. For mxemple, & roguest that is pozssd om a web page thit is
avaiiible te 1he gegeeal public is a resymet o the guseos prblic and dees not tigoer tle
comrluct stneaiped in paragraph (dX(1) .... Similizly, € mtunet in a public enmpaign speach
or 3 1cwspaper advestistment is a request to thia genoral public end is rmt apvered ...

Final Rule, “Coordinsted and Independent Expenditures,” 68 Fed. Reg. 421, 432 (Jan. 3, 2003).
D. Conclusion

Presenting no specific facts credibly alleging a violation of the FECA, the Complaint
does not provide the Comntission with sufficiain evidenve 10 warrant cenducting an investigation
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into the activities of the Matthew 25 Network. As such, we request that the Commission find no
reasan to belicve that the Matthew 25 Network vinlated the FECA with respect to the
Complaint’s allegations.

Respectfully submitted,

Yol 6]

Laurence E. Gold
Allen H. Mattison

Counsel for Matthew 25 Network and
Christopher Korzen, as Trcasurer

cc:  Christopher Korzen
Matthew 25 Network
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